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REMARKS
The Examiner has objected‘ to the use of “excimer lamp” in the application, stating that it
1s a trade name and therefore should be éapitalized. The épplicant has searched the U.S.
trademark database and finds no trademark assigned to “excimer lamp.” Further to this point, the
applicant finds that the Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines an excimer laser as “‘a laser that uses
. anoble-gas halide to generate radiation usually in the ultraviolet regioh of the spectrum.”- The
applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider this objection.
The applicant has amended the paragraph starting on page 3, line 27 herewith to more
distinctly identify the.Heraeus Nobelight Company.
App1i>cant affirms the election with traverse to prosecute thve invention of Group I, claims
1-16 and 22, ana to withdraw the ipvention of Group 1II, claims 17-21. The applicant cancels
 claims 1-22, and adds claims 23-38. Claims 23-38 are now pending in the application. These
amendments find support in various parts of the specification, for examplg, page 2, line 18.to
page 3, line 9, page 4, line 7 to page 5, line 28, and original claims 1-22, and.thus no new matter
18 introduced. Favorable reqonsiderétion of this application is respectfully requested in light of

the above amendments and the following detailed discussidn.
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Claim Rejections — 35 U.S.C. § 112

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. Since
claims 1-15 have been canceled, the applicant finds these rejections to be moot. However, in
drafting the new claims, the applicant has adopted the Examiner’s suggestions to more clearly
draft the preamble so as to particularly point out ar1d distinctly claim the subjer:t matter.

Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1-15 should be withdrawn.

Claim Rejections — 35 U.S.C. § 102

1. The Examiner has rejected claims 1-2, 5, and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being' ‘
anticipated by Cole, Jr. et al. (U.S. 4,617,085, hereinafter Colé). The Examiner asserts that:"

With respect to claim 1, Cole is directed to a method for removing a selected portion
(abstract; column 2, lines 10-11) of a functional organic coating from the surface of a
semiconductor substrate (column 3, lines 25-26) by contacting tha coating with short wavelength
uv lighr (colurnn 2, lines 12-14); it being noted Wavelengths used are consistent with those
disclosed and/or claimed by Applicant. The skilled artisan would have readily appreciated that
the organic coatings taught by Cole (i.e. po]ymethylmethacrylare, polystyrene; columrr 2, line 40-
column 3, line lSj have hydrophobic properties.

Regarding claim 2, Cole teaches the substrate being glass (column 3, lines 26-27);

Regarding claim 5, Cole teaches the source of UV light being a laser (column 3, line 47 —

48).
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With respect to claim 1.5,. all limitations were addressed above with respect tc; claim 1,
except the dominant waveléngth of the UV light. Coie teaches tﬁe wavelength must be below
300nm, such as 193nm (column 4, line 67; column 5, line 1), which falls between 5.254nm.

It is the applicant’s position, however, that since claims 1-2, 5, and 15 have been

canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic

coatings on an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line

2) with UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see,
for example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings

referred to herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of

the occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).
After carefully studying Cole, the applicant can find nowhere in Cole where at least the

above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an

exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to

provide relative movement between a source of UV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims

34-38) are taught or suggested.
Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are not anticipated by Cole, as the
inventions defined thereby are not identically disclosed in Cole, as required by 35 U.S.C. §

102(b). Cohsequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present
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applicatibn are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102 by th.e Cole pateﬁt, and that claims 23-38
should be allowed over Cole. chording]y, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is
respectfully réquested.

- 2. The Examiner hés rejected claims 1, 5, and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being
anticipated by Blum et al. (U.S. 4,568,632, hereinafter Blum).

The Examiner asserts that:

With respect to claim 1, Blum is directed to a method for rémoving a selected portioﬁ B
(column 4, lines 19-21) of a functional polyimide coating from the surface of a semiconductor
substrate (see for example, column 3, lines 59-61; column 5, lines 16-17; column 6, lines 39-41)
by contacting the coating with short wa{/elengfh UV light (column 3, lines 66-68; column 4, lines
15-18; column 4, lines 39-41); it being noted wavelengths used are consistent with those
disclosed and/or claimed by Appliéant. The skilled aftisan would have .readily appreciated that
polyimide coatings are organic and have hydrophobic properties.

Regarding claim 5, Blum tcach%:s the source of UV light being a laser (golumn 3, line 66
— column 4, line 3).

With respect td claim 13, all limitations were addressed above with respect to claim 1,.
Blum teaches the wavelength must be below 220nm, such as 185nm or 193nm v(column 4, line
67; column 5, line 1), which fall between 5-254nm.

It is the applicant’s position, however,.thatvsince claims 1, 5, and 15 have been canceled,

these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hvdrophobic coatings
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on an area of an exterior surface ofa vehlcle glazng (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with

UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 1 00-200 nm (see, for

example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to

herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle
glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the

occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Blum, the applicant can find nowhere in Blum where at least the.:

above-stated limitations (irradiating hvdrophobic coatines on an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an

exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to

provide relative movement between a source of UV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims .

34-38) are taught or suggested. ' :

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are not anticipated by Blum, as the
inventions defined thereby are nof identically disclosed in Blum, as required by 35 U.S.C. §
102(b). Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits fhat claims 23-38 of the present
application are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102 by the Blum patent, and that CIaiﬁs 23-38
should bé allowed over Blum. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 1s

respectfully requested.
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3. The Examiner has rejected cl.aim's’ 1-3,5,9-10and 15 under 35 US.C. § i02(e) as
being anticipated by Van Der Putten et al. (U.S. 6,316,059, hereinafter V;m Der Putten). The
Examiner asserts that: o

* With respect to claims 1 and 3, Van Der Putten is directed to a method for removing a
selected portion (column 2, line 63) of & functional polysiloxane coating 3 from the surface of a
substrate 1 (columri 6, lines 24-25, 27, and 40-41) by contacting the.;:oating with short
wavelength UV light 9 (Figure ib; column 3, lines 35-38; column 4, lines.43.-52 and 63-67;
column 6, line 39); it being noted wavelengths used are consistent with those disclosed and/or
claimed by Applicant. The skilled artisan would have readily appreciated that polysiloxane'
(same coating disclosed by Applicants) is organi‘c énd has hydrophobic properties.

Regarding claim 2, Van Der Putten teaches the substrate being glass (column 6, line 14).

Regafdihg claim 5, Van Der Putten teaches the source of UV light being a laser (column
4, lines 63-67).

Regarding claim 9, Van Der Putten, like the present ‘invention, teaches a polysiloxané
coating on a glass substrate; therefore, skilled artisan would have appreciated a contact angle
greater than 100°.

Regarding claim 10, Van Der Putten, like the present 'mvéntion, teaches removing all of
the coating from the glass substrate in selected areas by contacting the coating with UV light;

therefore, the skilled artisan would have appreciated a contact angle less than 30° in these areas.
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With respect to c]a1m 15 all the limitations were addressed with fespeet to claim 1 above,
except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Blum (sic) teaches the wavelength can be
198nm, (colmn 4, line 67); which falls between 5-254nm.

It is the applicant’s positiori, however,‘that since claims 1-3, 5, 9-10, and 15 have been

canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hvdrophobic

coatines on an area of the exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line
2) with UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see,

for example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings

referred to herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of
the occupants of the vehicle (Backoround page 1, lines 10-18).
After carefully studying Van Der Putten, the applicant can find nowhere in Van Der

Putten where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior

surface of a vehicle glazing w1th radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then adhermg an

item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle olazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-

mechanical means to provide relative movement between a source of UV radiation and a

hvdrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are not anticipated by Van Der Putten,
as the inventions defined thereby are not identically disclosed in Van Der Putten, as required by

35 U.S.C. § 102(e). Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the
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present appllcatlon are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102 by the Van Der Putten patent, and
that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Van Der Putten. Accordingly, favorable consideration

of claims 23-38 1s respectfully requested.

Claim Rejections — 35 U.S.C. § 103

1. The Examiner has rejected claims 4,8,and 16 under 35 US.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Cole and further in view of Kizaki et al. (U.S. 5,763,892, hereinafter Kizaki).
The Examiner asserts that:- |

Regarding claim 4, Applicants are directed to paragraph 9 above for a complete
discussion of Cole. Cole is silént as to the source of UV light being an excimer lamp. 1t is know
(sic) in the art to femove portions of an orgamc coating from a semiconductor substrate by
contacting the coating with short wavelength UV lightina continuous Of pulsed manner, wherein
a lamp is used for continuous contact and a laser 18 used for pulsed contact, as taught by Blum
(sic) (column 4, lines 64-66; column 5, lines 1-17).

The Examiner asserts that, therefore, it would have been obvious to the gkilled artisan at
the time the invention was made to use a lamp for contacting the coating of Cole in 2 continuous
~ manner because such is known in the art, as taught by Blum (sic), and this allows for irradiation
of large areas (Blum (sic); column 5, lines 6- 7) As for particular type of lamp, selection of such
would have been within purview of the skilled artisan depending on the desired wavelengths

emitted. However, it would have been obvious to use an excimer lamp because such is known in
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the art for selectively removing portlons of an organic coating from a semiconductor substrate by
contacting the same with short wavelength UV light, a (sic) taught by Kizaki (column 1, lines 16-
24; column 15, line 27 and 45-46 and 52).

With respect to claims 8 and 16, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to
claims 1 and 4, except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Cole teaches the wave length
being less than 300 nm, such as 193nm (Column 2, lines 12-14), while Kizaki teaches the
wavelength irradiated fram the excimer lamp being 172nm (column 15, line 27), which are all
between 100-200 nm.

It is the applicant’s position, however, that since claims 4, 8, and 16 have been canceled,
these rej eations aré moot. New claims 23 38, however, recite irradiating h hvdrophobic coatings
on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV
radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example,

page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein

cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing

to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the
vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18). |

After carefully studying Cole and Kizaki, the applicant can find nowhere in Cole, Kizaki,
or in a combination of Cole and Kizaki where at least the above-staﬁed limitations (irradiating

hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the range of

100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an aread of an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing
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(claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechamcal means to provide relatlve movement between a

source of UV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.
Further, the applicant can find nowhere in Kizaki where Kizaki irradiates ultraviolet light

‘on hvdrophobic coatings disposed on vehicle olazings. Instead, the applicant finds that Kizaki

teaches the use of ultraviolet light to drv clean oreanic residue from a substrate, in the steps of
photolithegraphy or the like for producing liquid crystal displays or semiconductor devices (see
column 135, lines 21-28).

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Cole and further in
view of Kizaki, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Cole or Kizaki,
nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combme these references teachings in.
order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently,
the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 ef the present application are patentable over
Cole and further in view of Kizaki, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Cole and
further in view of Kizaki. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully
requested.

2. The Examiner has rejected claims 4, 8, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Blum and further in view of Kizakj. The Examiner asserts that:

Regarding claim 4, Applicants are dlrected to paragraph 10 above for a complete
discussion of Blum. Blum teaches a continuous or pulsed source of short wavelength UV light

can be used to remove portions of the organic coating from the semiconductor substrate (column
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4, lines 64-66),/ wherein a ]an_ip is used for continuous or pulsed source of short wavelength UV
light can be used to remove portions of organic coating from the semiconductor substrate
(column 4, lines 64-66; column 5, lines 1-17).

As for particular type of lamp, selection of such would Ahave been within purview of the
skilled artisan depending on the desired wavelengths emitted. However, it would have been
obvious to use an excimer lamp because such is known in the art for emitting short wavelength
uv hght for selectively removing portions of an organic coating from a semlconductor substrate,

-a (sic) taught by Kizaki (column 1, lines 16-24; column 15, line 27 and 45-46 and 52).
With respect to claims 8 and 16, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to
claims 1 and 4, except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Blum teaches the wavelength
* being less than 220 nm, such as 185 or 193 (cblumn 4, line 67; column 5, line 1), while Kizaki
teaches the wavelength irradiated from the excimer lamp being 172nm (column 15, line 27),
which are all between 100-200 nm.
It is the applicant’s position, however, that since clairhs 4, 8, and 16 have been canceléd,

these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hvdrophobic coatings

on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV

radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example,

page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein

cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing
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to bead readily and run off quickly so as nof to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the
vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Blum and Kizaki, the applicant can find nowhere in Blum,
. Kizaki, or in a combination of Blum and Kizaki where at least the above-stated limitations

(irradiating hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the

range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement

between a source of UV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or

suggested.
Further, the applicant can find nowhere in Kizaki where Kizaki irradiates ultraviolet light

on hvdrophobic coatings disposed on vehicle glazings. Instead, the applicant finds that Kizaki

teaches the use of ultraviolet light to dry clean organic residue from a substrate, in the steps of
photolithography or the like for producing liduid crystal displays or semicon&uctor devices (see
column 15, lines 21-28).

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present apblication are patentable over Blum and further in
view of Kizaki, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Blum or Kizaki,
nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references’ teachings in
brder to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, .
the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over

Blum and further in view of Kizaki, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Blum and
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further in view of Kizaki. Aé:cordingly, favorable consideration-of claims 23-38 isirespectfully
requested.

3. The Examiner has rejected claims 6, 7, 9, 10, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Cole. The Examiner asserts that:

Regarding claims 6-7, Applicants are directed to paragraph 1 above for a complete
discussion of Cole. Cole teaches the wavelength being less than 300nm but is silent to a specific
range below this ﬁumber, One readiﬁg the reference as abwhole wou}d have appreciated that *
criticality is only placed on the wavelength being less than 300nm and not on a4 particular
wavelength or range of wavelengths below this number. Therefore, since example wavelengths

“given by Céle (column 3, 1ine's 48-49) fall within the ranges claimed by the present inventioﬁ, the
skilled aftisan would have been motivated to rilse the claimed ranges since only the expected
results would héve been achieved.
| Regarding claim 9, the contact angle is a function of the type of coating andhtherefore the
skilled artisan would have appreciated that the organic, hydrophobic coating of Cole would have
a contact angle similar to that of the organic, hydrophobic coating of the present invention.

Regarding claim 10, the contact angle is now a function of the amount of coating
removed and/or the type of substrate underneath. Like the present inventioﬁ, Cole teaches
removing most, if not all, of the coating from the surface of a glass substrate and therefore the
skilled artisan would have appreciated the résulting contact angle being similar to that of the

present invention.
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Regardmg claim 14, selection of a contact time would have been within purview of the
skiﬁed artisan depending on the type of coating, its thickness, the particular source of UV light,
étc. However, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that Cole, like the present invention, is
removing an organic, hydrophobic coating from a glass substrate using UV light sources (lamp,
laser) and therefore would have expected contact times to be similar to that being claimed.

It is the applicant’s position, however, that since claims 6,7,9,10, and 14 have been

canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating ydroghoblc

coatings on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3; line 2) with
UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for
example, page 2, hnes 21- 27) thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to

herein cause water which comes nto contact with the coating on an exterlor surface of a vehicle

glazing to bead readily and run off qulckly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the
occupants of the vehicle _(Background; page 1, lines 10-18).
After carefully studying Cole, the applicant can find nowhere in Cole where at least the

above-stated limitations (irradiating hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an

exterior surface of a vehicle olazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means (0

provide relative movement between a source of UV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims

34-38) are taught or suggested.
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| Therefbré, claims 23-38 of the present apblicatidn are patentable over Cole, as the

inventions deﬁned thereby are not suggested within Cole, nor is there ény suggesrtion or
motivation to modify the teachings of Cole in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as
rcquircd by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38
of the present application are patentable over Cole, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over
Cole. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.

4, The Examiner has r‘ejdécted claim 2 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable
over Blum and further in view of Cole. The Examiner asserts that:

Regarding claim 2, Appiicants are directed to paragraph 10 above for a complete
discussion of Blum. Blum teaches the' substrate being used for a semicondu.ctor (column 3, lines

15-17) but is silent as to it being glass. Selection of a particular material would have béen within

purview of the skilled artisan. The Examiner asserts, however, it would have been obvious to
use glass because such is known in the art, as taught by Cole (column 3, lines 26-27).

It is the applicant’s position, however, that since claim 2 has been canceled, this rejection

is moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an area ofa

surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV radiation preferably

having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example, page 2, lines 21-
22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein cause water which

comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle olazing to bead readily
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and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the vehicle
(Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Blufn and Cole, the applicant can find nowhere in Blum, Cole, or
in a combination of Blum and Cole where at least the above-stated 1imitétions _(irradiating

hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the range of

100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing

(claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement between a

source of UV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

" Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Blum and further in |

view of Cole, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Blum or Cole, nor

. ,:-é‘,\'g -
A

4

is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references’ teachings in order -

to teach or suggest the élaimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the
applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over
Blum and further in view of Cole, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Blum and
further in view of éole. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully
requested. |

5. The Examiner has rejected claims 6, 9-10, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being

unpatentable over Blum. The Examiner asserts that:
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Regarding claims 6, 9-10, and 14, Applicants are directed to paragraph 10 above for a
complete discussion of Blum. Blum teaches the wavelength must be below 220nm. Applicants
are directed to paragraph 16 above.

It‘ is the applicant’s position, however, that since claims 6, 9-10, and 14 have been
canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hvdrophobic

coatings on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with .

o£74,
#on

UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for

- example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to

herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle -
slazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the -
occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After .carefully studying Blum, the applicant can find nowhere in Blum where at least the

above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an

exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to

provide relative movement between a source of UV radiation and a hydrophobic coating (claims

34-38) are taught or suggested.
Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Blum, as the
inventions defined thereby are not suggested within Blum, nor is there any suggestion or

motivation to modify the teachings of Blum in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations,
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as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, tﬁe applicant respectfully s'u.bmits.that- claims 23-
38 of th¢ préser;t application are patentable over Blum, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed
over Blum. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.

6. The Examiner has rejected claims 6, 7, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being_
unpatentable over Van-Der Putten. The’Examiner asserts that: Regarding claims 6-7, Applicants
are directed to paragraph 12 above for a complete discussion of Van Der Putten. Van Der Putten
teaches wavelengths that fall within the claimed ranges (column 4, lines 47 and 67). Therefore, it 23 :
would have been obvious to the skilled artisan at the time of invention was made to use the range |
of wavelengths claimed because only the expected results would have been achieved.

Regarding claim 14, selection of a céntact time would have been wit‘hir; purview of the
skilled artisan depending on the type of coating, its thickness, the particular source of UV light,
etc. However, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that Van Der Putten, like the present
invention, is removing an organic, hyd}ophobic coating from a glass substrate using UV light
sources (lamp, laser) and therefore would‘ have expected contact times to be similar to that being

claimed.

1t is the applicant’s position, however, that since claims 6, 7, and 14 have been canceled,

these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hvdrophobic coatings

on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV

radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example,

page 2, lines 21 -22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein
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cause water which comes ipto contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing
to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the océupants of the
vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Van Der 'Putt'en, the applicant can find nowhere in Van Der

Putten where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior

-,

surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the range of ]00-200 nm), and then adhering an

Cah

item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle elazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro- G
CEE

mechanical means to provide relative movement between a source of UV radiation and a

hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Van Der Putten, as ..
the inventions defined th¢reby are not suggested within Van Der Putten, nor is there any
suggestion or motivation to modify the teachings of Van Der Putten in order to teach or §uggest
the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicanf respectfully
submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Van Der Putten, and that
claims 23-38 should be allowed over Van Der Putten. Accordingly, favorable consideration of
claims 23-38 1s respectfully requested.

7. The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 3, 5-7,9-15, aﬁd 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as
being unpatentable over Curtze et al. (U.S. 4,543,283, hereinéﬁer Curtze) in view of Tweadey, II

et al. (U.S. 5,131,967, hereinafter Tweadey). The Examiner asserts that:
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With respéct to claim 1, Curtze is directed to aVV\v/indshield 10 comprising a glass substrate
12, an adhesive 1v6, an anti-lacerative sheet 14, ana a functional coating (not shown) on the entire
surface of the anti-vlacerative sheet 14, and a functional coating (not shown) on the entire surface
of the anti-lacerative sheet (Figure 2; colu@ 4, lines 21-23; column 7, lines 8-10). The
reference teaches the coating being silica-reinforced methyl-siloxane (column 8, lines 1 9-21),
which the skilled artisan would have appreciated as being' organic and hydrophobic. The o .

reference also teaches removing peripheral portions. of the coating from the anti-lacerative sheet . sz,

before adhering a gasket theret(; (colurrin 7, lines 10-13; column 8, lines 21-24). However, the
referenczis silent a (s_ic) to how the coating is removed.

It is known in the windshield art to remove peripheral portions of a coating 18 from the
surface of a substrate 12 by contacting the coating with short wavelength UV light, as taught by -
Tweady (column 4, lines 1-3 and 63-67, column 5, lines 41-43 and 50-51). One feading the
Curtze reference as whole would have appreciated that particular coating removal method is not
critical to the invention therefore would have been motivated to use short wavelength UV light
because such is known in the art, as taught by Tweadéy, where this method is fast and efficient
(Tweadey; column 2, lines 50-52).

Regarding claim 3, a particular type of siloxane coating would have been within purview

of the skilled artisan at the time the invention was made depending on the particular function of

the coating.
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aches the UV light source being a laser (column 5, lines

Regarding claim 5, Tweadey te

41-43).
6-7, Tweadey teaches wavelengths that fall within the claimed ranges

Regarding claims
s to the skilled artisan at the time

(column 5, lines 50-52). Therefore, it wc_)uld have been obviou

s claimed because only the expected

the invention was made to use the ranges of wavelength

results would have been achieved.
Regai‘ding claim 9, the contact angle isa function of the type of coating and therefore the;.. -

at the organic, hydrophobic coating of Curtze would

skilled artisan would have appreciated th

have a contact angle similar to that of the organic, hydrophobic coating of the present invention. - -
Regarding claim 10, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that the contact angle gfggr

coating removal would be a function of the amount of coating removed and/or the type of

substrate underneath.

' Regarding claim 11, Curtze teaches applying a primer to the poﬂions of the anti-

emoved (column 7, lines 14-16 and 25-27).

lacerative sheet from which the coating was 1

Regarding claim 12, Curtze teaches bonding an elastomeric member 18 to the portions'of
the anti-lacerative sheet having the primer thereon (column 4, lines 40-44; column 7, lines 25-

27).
mber being a gasket (column 4,

Regarding claim 13, Curtze teaches the elastomeric me

lines 40-44).
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.Regarding'claim 14, selection of a contact timé would have been within purview of the
skilled artisan depending on the type of coating, its thickness, the particular source of UV light,
etc.

Regarding claim 15, all the limﬁtations were addressed above with respect to claim 1,
except a dominant wavelength. Tweadey gives example wavelengths of 193nm and 248nm,

which are between 5-254nm (column 5, lines 50-52).

i

With respect to claim 22, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to claims, : -

RS

1 and 11-12, except aﬁplying an adhesive to the primer and bringing the elastohleric member mto
contact with the adhesive. Curtze teaches applying an adhesive (second primer; column 7, lines.
28-30 and 36-37) to the primer and bringing the elastomeric member into contacf with tﬁe s
55
adhesive.
It is tﬁe applicant’s position, however, that since claim 1,3,5-7,9-15, and 22 have

been canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating

hvdrophobic coatings on an area of a surface of a vehicle olazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3,

line 2) with UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm

(see, for example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings

referred to herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of

the occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).
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After carefully studying Curtze and Tweadey, the applicant can find nowhere in Curtze or

Tweadey where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating hvdrophobic coatings on an

exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), and then

adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing

electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement between a source of UV radiation and a

hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.
Instead, the applicant finds Curtze directed to an anti-lacerative sheet 14 secured to an .. -

interlayer 16 on a glazing interior to the vehicle (see, for example, Fig. 2 and column 4, lines 19-

24). Further, it is the applicant’s position that there would be no motivation to dispose a

hydrophobic coating on the glazing interior to the vehicle where Curtze’s anti-lacerative sheet ..

would be disposed and then irradiate Tweadey’s UV light on the hydrophobic coating, which
would expose Curtze’s interlayer that wbuld remain or need to be removed also.

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Curtze in view of .
Tweadey, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within eithef Curtze or Tweadey,
nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references’ teachings in
order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required.by 35 U.S‘.C. § 103. Consequently,
the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over
Curtze in view of Tweadey, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Curtze in view of

Tweadey. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.
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.8. The Examiner has rejected claims 4, 8, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Curtze in view of Tweadey and further in view of the collective teachings of
Blum and Kizaki. The Examinef asserts that:

" Regarding claim 4, Applicants are directed to paragraph 20 above for a complete
discuésion of Curtze and Tweadey. Curtze in view of Tweadey is silent as to the UV light source
-being an excimer lamp. It is know (sic) to remove portions of an organic, hydrophobic coati_r.lga:;,-
ﬁom‘ a substrate by contacting fhe coating with short wavelength UV light ir_l a continuous or .-
pulsed manner, wherein a lamp is used for continuous contact and a laser is used for pulsed -
contact, as taught by Blum (column 4, lines 64-66; column 3, lines 1-17). Therefore, it would -
have been obvious to the skilled artisan at the time the inventién was made-to use a lamp for-, i
contacting the coating of Curtze in a continuous manner as an alternative to the laser because
such is known, as taught by Blum and this allows for irradiation of large areas (Blum; column 5,
lines 6-7).

The Examiner asserts that as for a particular type of lamp, selectioh of such would have
béen within purview of the skilled artisanvdepending on the desired wavelengths emitted.
However, it would have been obvious to use an excimer lamp becéuse such is known for
emitting short wavelength UV light for selectively removing pdrtions of an organic coating from
a substrate, a (sic) taught by Kizaki (_columh 1, lines 16-24; column 15, line 27 and 45-46 and

52).
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With respect to claims 8 and 16, all the limitations wére addressed above with respect to
claims 1 and 4, except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Kizéki teaches the wavelength
irradiated from the excimer lamp being 172nm (column 15, line 27), which is between 100-200nm.

It is the applicant’s position, however, that since claims 4, 8, and 16 have been canceled,

' these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings

& v

on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV s
radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for exainplg;

page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein

cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing -
to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of-the
vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).

After carefully studying Curtze, Tweadey, Blum, and Kizaki, the applicant can find

nowhere in Curtze, Tweadey, Blum, or Kizaki where at least the above-stated limitations

(irradiating hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the

range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement

between a source of UV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or
suggested.
Instead, the applicant finds Curtze directed to.an anti-lacerative sheet 14 secured to an

interlayer 16 on a glazing interior to the vehicle (see, for example, Fig. 2 and column 4, lines 19-
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24). Further, it is the applicant’s position that there would be no motivation to dispose a

hydrophobic coating on £he glazing interior to the vehicle where Curtzé"s anﬁ-laéerative sheet
would be disposed and then irradiate Tweadey’s, Blum’s, or Kizaki’s UV light on the
hydrophobic coating, which would expoée Curtze’s interlayer that would remain or need to be
removed also.

Further, the applicant can find nowhere in Kizaki where Kizaki irradiates ultraviolet light

on hydrophobic coatings disposed on vehicle glazings. Instead, the applicant finds that Kizaki;z: = -

teaches the use of ultraviolet light to drv clean organic residue from a substrate, in the steps of

photolithography or the like for producing liquid crystal displays or semiconductor devices (see--
column 15, lines 21-28).

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present..application are patentable over Curtze and
Tweadey and further in view of the collective teachings of Blum and Kizaki, as the inventions
deﬁned thereby are not suggested within either Curtze, Tweadey, Blum, or Kizaki, nor is there
any suggestion or motivation to modify or combine these references’ teachings in order to teach
or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant
respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Curtze and
Tweadey and further in view of the collective teachings of Blum and Kizaki, and thét claims 23-
38 should be allowed over Curtze and Tweadey and further in view of the collective teachings of
Bllum and Kizaki. Accordingly, favorable consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully |

requested.
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9. The Examiner hés rejeéted claims 1, 2-3, 5-7, 9-10 and 14-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a)

" as being unpatentable over Hartig et al. (U.S. 2003/0024180, hereinafter Hartig) in view of

Anderson et al. (U.S. 2001/0031365, hereinafter Anderson) and Tweadey. The Examiner asserts
that:

With respect to claim 1, Hartig is directed to a glazing, useable as a windshield,
comprising a glass substrate 10 having a hydrophobic water-repellant exterior functional coating
20, which is applied to the entirev surface of the glass and then removed from the peripheral .5
portions thereof (Figure 5; [0011]; [0014], [0047], [0052]). The reference is silent as to the |
hydrophobic coating being organic and removing the poﬁions of the coating using short
wavelength UV light.

1t is known in the art to coat the exterior surfaCt; of a windshield with a hydrophobic
organic layer that repels water, as taught by Anderson. Therefore, it would have been obvious to
use an organic material for the hydrophobic, water-'repellant coating of Hartig because such is
known in the art, as taught by Anderson, where only the expected results of good water-
repellency would have been achieved.

It is known in the windshield art to remove periphefal portions of a coating 18 from the
surface of a glass vsubstrate 12 by contacting the coating with shoﬁ wavelength UV light, as
taught by Tweacliey (column 4, lines 1-3 and 63-67; column 5, lines 41-43 and 50-51). One
reading thé Hartig reference as whole would have appreciated that a particular coating removal

method is not critical to the invention (last sentence of [0078]) and therefore would have been
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motivated to use short wavele‘ngth UV light because such is known in the art, as taught by
Tweadey, and this method is fast and efficient (Tweadey; column 2, _1ines 50-52).

Regarding claim 2, Hartig teaches a glass substrate ([0041]).

Regarding claim 3, one reading the Hartig reference as a whole would have appreciated
that no criticality is placed on the type of coating and therefore selection of a particular type of
coating would havé been within purview of the skilled artisan at the time the invention was made
depending on the intended funétion thereof. _ Ry

Regarding cléim 5, Tweadey teaches the UV light source being a laser (column 3, lines
41-43).

| Regarding claims 6-7, Tweadey teaches wavelengths that fall with in the claimed ranges.
(column 5, lines 50-52). Therefore, it would l;ave been obvious to the skilled artisan at the time
the invention was made to use wavelengths in the ranges claimed because only the expected
results would have been achieved. |

Regarding claim 9, the contact angle is a function of the type of coating and therefore the
skilled artisan would have appreciated that the organic, hydrophobic coating of Hénig would
have a contact angle similar to that of the organic, hydrophobic coating of the present inventioﬁ.

Regarding claim 10, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that the contact angle after
coating removal would be a function of the amount of coating removed and/or the type of

substrate underneath.

Page 34 of 44




Appl. No. 09/997,347
Amdt. Dated March 22, 2004
Reply to Office action of October 22, 2003

Regarding claim 14, selection of a contact time would have been within purview of the
skilled artisan dépending on the type of coating, its thickness, the particular source of UV light,
etc. However, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that Hartig in view of Twead‘ey, like
the present invention, is removing an organic, hydrophobic coating from a glass substrate using a
UV light soﬁrce and therefore would have expected contact times to be similar to that being
claimed.

Regarding claim 15, all limitations were acidressed above with respect to claim 1, except
a dominant wavelength. Tweadey gives exémble wavelengths of 1’93nm and 248nm, which are
between 5-254nm (column 5, lines 50-52).

It 1s the applicant’s position, hoWever, that since claims 1, 2-3, 5-7, 9-10 and 14-15 have

been canceled, these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite rrradiating

hvdrophobic coatings on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3,
line 2) with UV radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm
(see, for example, page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings

referred to herein cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of

the occupants of the vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).
After carefully studying Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey the applicant can find nowhere
in Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey where at least the above-stated limitations (irradiating

hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the range of
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100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a.vehicle glazing

(claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement between a

source of UV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

* Although the Examiner asserts that Hartig is silent on how coatings are removed, the
applicant finds otherwise that Hartig is directed to removing coatings by way of grinding wheels
and torches (see, for example, [0079]). The applicant can ﬁnd— nowhere in Hartig where
ultraviolet light is used or suggested. Regarding Anderson, the applicant finds Anderson to be .
silent on how coatings are to be removed, so Anderson adds nothing to the removal of coatings..
On the other hand, Tweadey is directed to the removal of metallic films and zinc oxide (see for - .
example, column 4, lines 16-23). Conse‘quently, neither Anderson or Tweadey édd anything to,,.

Hartig’s shortcomings (i.e., at least the removal of hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing by way of ultraviolet light in the range of 100 nm to 200 nm.)

" Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present appllication are patentable over Hartig in view of
Anderson and Tweadey, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested within either Hartig,
Anderson, ér Tweadey, nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify of combine these
references’ teachings in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as required by 35
U.S.C. §103. Consequéntly, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present
application are patentable over Hartig in view of Anderson and Tweadey, and that claims 23-38

'should be allowed over Hartig in view of Anderson and Tweadey. Accordingly, favorable

consideration of claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.
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10. The Examiner has rejected claims 4, 8, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey, and further in view of Kizaki. The Examiner
ésserts that:

Regarding claim 4 Applicants are directed to paragraph 22 above for a complete
discussion of Hartig, Andersoﬂ, an Tweadey. Hartig in view of Tweadey is silent as to the UV
light source being an excimer lamp. It is know (sic) to remove portions of an orgaﬁic,
hydrophobic coating from a substrate by contacting the coating with short wavelength UV light -
in continuous or pulsed manner, wherein a lamp is used for continuous contact and a laser is used
for pulsed contact, as taught by Blum (sic) (column 4, lines 64-66; column 3, lines 1-17).
Therefofe, it would have been obvious to the skilled értisan at the time the invention was made;to
use a lamp for contacting the coating of Hamg In a continuous manner as an éltemative to the -
laser because such i1s known, as taught by Blum (sic), and this allows for irradiation of large areas
(Blum (sic); column 5, lines 6-7).

The Examiner asserts that as for a particular type of lamp, selection of such would have
been within purview of the skilled artisan depending on the desired wavelengths emitted.
However, it would have been obvious to use an excimer lamp because such ié known for
emitting short wavelength UV light for seiectively removing portions of an organic coating from
a subsfrate, a (sic) taught by Kizaki (column 1, lines 16-24; column 15, liné 27 and 45-46 and

52).
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With respect to claims 8 and 16, all the limitations were addressed abogfe with respect to
claims 1 and 4, except the dominant wavelength of the UV light. Kizaki teaches fhe wavelength
irradiated from the excimer lamp being l72nm (column 15, line 27), which is between 100-200
nm.

It is the -applicant’s position, however, that since claims 4, 8, and 16 have been canceled,

these rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hvdrophobic coatings.-

on an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV

radiation preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example,
page 2, lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein -

cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing

to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the
vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).
After carefully studying Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, and Kizaki the applicant can find

nowhere in Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, or Kizaki where at least the above-stated limitations

(irradiating hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the

range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement

between a source of UV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or

suggested.
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Although the Examiner ésserts that Hartig is silent on how coatings are removed, the
applicant finds otherwise that Hartig is difected to removing coatings by way of grinding wheels
and torches (see, for example, [0079]). The applicant can find nqwhere in Hartig v;/here
ultraviolet light is used or suggested. Regarding Anderson, the applicant finds Andefson to be
silent on how coatings are to be removed, so Anderson adds nothing to the removal of éoatings.
On the other hand, Tweadey is directed to the removal of metallic films and zinc oxide (see for-
example, column 4, lines 16-23).

Further, the applicant can find nowhere in Kizaki where Kizaki irradiates ultraviolet light
on hydrophobic coatings disposed on vehicle glazings. Instead, the applicant finds that Kizaki*

teaches the use of ultraviolet light to dry clean organic residue from a substrate, in the steps of

photblithography or the like for producing liquid crystal displays or semiconductor devices (see
column 15, lines 21-28). Consequently, neither Anderson, Tweadey, or Kizaki add anything to

Hartig’s shortcomings (i.e., at least the removal of hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of

a vehicle glazing by way of ultraviolet light in the range of 100 nm to 200 nm.)

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Hartig, Anderson,
and Tweadey, and further in view of Kizaki, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested
within either Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, or Kizaki, nor is there any suggestion to modify or
combine these references’ teachings in ofder to teach or suggest the claimed liﬁiﬁtions, as
required by 35 U.S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant‘ respectfully submits that claims 23-38

of the presént application are patentable over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey, and further in
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view of Kizaki, and that claims 23-38 should be allqwed over Hartig, Andefson, and Tweadey,
and further in view of Kizaki.

11. The Examiner hgs reje:cted claims 11-13 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey, and further in view of Curtze. The Examiner
asserts that:

Regarding claims 11-13, Applicants are directed to paragraph 22 above for a complete /
discussion of Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey. Hartig teaches positioning'a gasket (not shov?n)‘fﬁ
between a portion of the glass, from which the coating was removed, and a portion of a fram¢ 50
(Figure 5; p. 6, [0060]). However, the reference is si]eﬁt as to appljring a primer to this portion’ of
the glass before f)ositioning the gasket and the gasket being elastomeric.

The Examiner asserts that it is known in the art to remove a portion of a coating from the
periphery of a substrate so that primer can be applied to this area to facilitate bonding of an
eléstomeric gésket thereto, as taught by Curtze (see paragraph 20 above). Therefore, it would
have been»obvious‘ to the skilled artisan at the time the invention was made to apply a primer to
the coating-free portions of the substrate of Hartig before positioning the gasket because such is
known in the art, as taught by Curtze, where this provides a good seal between the gasket and
substrate. It would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to use an elastomeric gasket for that
 of Hartig because such is known in the art, as taught by Curtze, wherein such material prevents

any damage (i.e. scratching) to the glass.
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With respect to claim 22, all the limitations were addressed above with respect to claims
1 and 11-12, except applying an adhesive to the primer and bringing the elastomeric member into
contact with the adhesive. Curtze teaches applying an adhesive (second primer; column 7, lines
28-30 and 36-37) to the primer and bringing the elastomeric member into contact with the
adhesive. |

It is the applicant’s position‘ that since claims 11-13 and 22 have been canceled, these

rejections are moot. New claims 23-38, however, recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an¥-

area of a surface of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV radiation
preferably having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example, page 2.
lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein cause -

- water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing to

bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward vision of the occupants of the
vehicle (Background; page 1, lines 10-18).
After carefully studying Hartig, Anderson, Tweédey, and Curtze the applicant can find

nowhere in Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, or Curtze where at least the above-stated limitations

(irradiating hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing with radiation in the

range of 100-200 nm), and then adhering an item to an area of an exterior surface of a vehicle

glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement

between a source of UV radiation and a hvdrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or

suggested.
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Although the Examiner asserts that Hartig is ‘silent on how coatings are removed, the
applicant finds otherwise that Hartig is directed to removing coatings by way of grinding wheels
and torches (see, for example, [0079]). The applicant can find nowhere in Hartig where
ultraviolet light is used or suggested. Regarding Anderson, the applicant finds Anderson té be
silent on how coatings are to be removed, so _Anderson adds nothing to the removal of coatings.
On the other hand, Tweadey is directed to the removal of metailic films and zinq oxide (see for.
example, column 4, lines 16-23). ) R

Further, the applicant finds Curtze directed to an anti-lacerative sheet 14 secured to an

interlayer 16 on a glazing interior to the vehicle (see, for example, Fig. 2 and column 4, lines 19~
24). It is the applicant’s position that there would be no motivation to dispose a hydrophobic::: |

coating on the glazing interior to the vehicle where Curtze's anti-lacerative sheet would be

disposed and then use Hartig’s grinders/torches or irradiate Tweadey’s UV light on the
hydrophobic coating, which would expose Curtze’s interlayer that would remain or need to be
removed also. Consequently, neither Anderson, Tweadey, or Curtze add anything to Hartig’s

shortcomings (i.e., at least the removal of hvdrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a

vehicle glazing by way of ultraviolet light in the range of 100 nm to 200 nm.)

Therefore, claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over Hartig, Anderson,
and Tweadey, and further in view of Curtze, as the inventions defined thereby are not suggested
within either Hartig, Anderson, Tweadey, or Curtze, nor is there any suggestion to modify or

combine these references’ teachings in order to teach or suggest the claimed limitations, as
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required by 35 U. S.C. § 103. Consequently, the applicant respectfully submits that claims 23- 38
of the present application are patentable over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey, and further in
view of Curtze, and that claims 23-38 should be allowed over Hartig, Anderson, and Tweadey,
and further in view of Curtze.

The applicant respectfully submits that since the inventions defined in independent claims
23 and 34 are not taught by Cole, Blum, Van Der Putten, Kizaki, Tweadey, Curtze, Hartig, or: :
Anderson, taken alone or in any combination, then the respective dependent claims 24-33 and.#-
35-38, which depend directly or indirectly from the respective dependent claims and thus include
all of the limitations thereof, are patentable over these references. Accordingly, consideration of

the claims 23-38 is respectfully requested.

CONCLUSION

For all the reasons described in the preceding paragraphs, the applicant respectfully
submits that the present application is now in condition for allowance. Accordingly, a timely

action to that end is courteously solicited.
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If the Examiner has any remaining questions or concerns, or would prefer claim language
different from that included herein, the favor of a telephone call to the applicant’s attorneys 1s

requested. ‘ ”

Respectfully submuitted,
Donald A. Schurr - |
Registration No. 34,247

ATTORNEYS

Marshall & Melhorn, LLC
Four SeaGate — 8" Floor
Toledo, Ohio 43604
Phone: (419) 249-7145
Fax: (419) 249-7151
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